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ὩΣ 

PREFACE 

WuEN I was engaged in translating the Gospels into Romaic,} 

I had occasion to examine closely a number of passages which 

seemed to me to have been misinterpreted ; in some instances 

because the force of the Greek had been misunderstood, and in 

others because the text was corrupt. In the following pages will 

be found a few brief Notes in which some of these passages are 

discussed. So far as I know, the suggestions which I offer are 

now put forward for the first time. If, however, it should happen 

that any of them have been anticipated by others, I trust that 

the omission to acknowledge the fact will be ascribed not to 

unwillingness or negligence, but to the circumstance that, being 

a busy man, I have not had the leisure to read all the commen- 

taries which have been written on the Gospels. 

From my Notes it will be seen that my mother tongue can 

furnish many clues to New Testament problems. The spirit of 

ancient Greek has been preserved with comparative fidelity in its 

modern descendant, and I am convinced that a systematic study 

of the Scriptures in the light thrown on them by the Romaic 

would yield valuable results. To give only one example, a 

curious instance of the usefulness of Romaic in Biblical inter- 

pretation is ‘afforded by John x. 24, ἕως πότε τὴν ψυχὴν ἡμῶν 

1H NEA AIAOHKH κατὰ τὸ Barixavd χερόγραφο μεταφρασμένη ἀπὸ τὸν 

᾿Αλέξ, Πάλλη (Liverpool: The Liverpool Booksellers’ Co, Ltd.). 
Vv 



vi PREFACE 

αἴρεις, a phrase which survives in the modern ὡς πότε θὰ μᾶς 

βγάζεις τὴν ψυχὴ, how long will you plague us? (See Vlachos, Ὁ. 

ἐβγάζω, “ μοῦ ἔβγαλε τὴν ψυχὴν [dp.], il m’a martyrisé ; assommé ; 

harcelé.”) If, however, the investigation which I advocate is to 

be fruitful, it must be carried out in the immediate future. A 

strange disposition prevails among the wealthier classes in 

Athens to despise their own language, and to regard the use 

of French as a mark of gentility; this tendency is aped by 

their social inferiors, with the result that Romaic is rapidly 

becoming debased and adulterated with Gallicisms, and will 

soon lose those characteristics which link it to old Greek, and 

have invested it with such nobility and loveliness. Indeed, if 

this unfortunate fashion spreads as quickly as it has done of 

late years, only the lapse of a few generations will be required 

to cause Greek to become practically extinct.! 

The present series of Notes relates only to passages in the 

Gospels according to St. Mark and St. Matthew, but I hope 

shortly to have an opportunity of dealing in the same way with 

the other two Gospels. 

1 My countrymen fancy that contact with the Turks has spoilt their 

language. As a matter of fact, during the Turkish period Greek rather 

improved than suffered. Its misfortunes began after the formation of the 

Greek kingdom through the action of the Greeks themselves, who first 

attacked it with pedantic neologisms, and now strive for its ruin by the 

use of a foreign language. 
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ST. MARK 

Mark 1. 6 

Ἔσθων ἀκρίδας Kal μέλι ἄγριον. 

Many, probably, will agree with the view expressed in the 

Encyclopedia Biblica (v. “Husks,” p. 2136): “Common sense 

tells us that locusts would not have been preferred by the 

Baptist as his habitual food to nourishment supplied by the 

soil.” This observation derives considerable support from the 

fact that, in other instances where Jewish tradition represents 

men as having been driven into the desert either by stress 

of circumstances: or by a passion for asceticism, their food is 

said to have been what the soil produced. Thus Bavois, 

an ascetic closely resembling the Baptist, is described by 

Josephus (Viz. 2) as τροφὴν τὴν αὐτομάτως φυομένην προσφε- 

popevos. Again, Judas Maccabzeus, having retired into the 

desert, ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσι διέζη σὺν τοῖς per αὐτοῦ Kal τὴν χορτώδη 

τροφὴν σιτούμενοι διετέλουν (2 Macc. v. 27). Compare also 

2 Esdr. ix. 26, And there I sat among the flowers, and did eat of 

the herbs of the field, and the meat of the same satisfied me; xii. 51, 

But I sat in the field seven days ... and in those days I did eat only 

of the flowers of the field, and had my meat of the herbs. Also 

Dan. iv. 22, 30, καὶ χόρτον ὡς Bots ἤσθιε. The writer in the 

Encycl. Bibl. suggests that by ἀκρίδες carob pods are meant. 

If this interpretation were possible, it would no doubt remove 
8 



4 ST. MARK [1. 6 

one difficulty; but there is no authority for ἀκρὶς as meaning 

anything except @ /ocust, and for a carob pod the Biblical word 

is κεράτιον. Nor are the words μέλι ἄγριον less puzzling. Eat- 

able honey, according to Jewish tradition, was prized as a 

delicacy, and was not considered to be hard fare, such as the 

context evidently requires. Cp. Ex. iii. 8, εἰς γῆν ἀγαθὴν----εἰς 

γῆν ῥέουσαν γάλα καὶ μέλι; Ezek. xvi. 19, σεμίδαλιν καὶ ἔλαιον 

καὶ μέλι ἐψώμισά σε; Cant. iv. 11, κηρίον ἀποστάζουσι χείλη 

σου, νύμφη, etc. We cannot suppose that by μέλι ἄγριον in- 

edible honey is meant; for it is incredible that a strict ascetic, 

careful of his diet, would eat that which was avoided by ordinary 

people. Lastly, 1 would observe that, whatever the Baptist 

ate, his food must necessarily have been such as to sustain 

life, and no man can subsist on a diet composed exclusively 

of locusts and honey. Locusts and honey at all times could 

only have been used as προσφαγια. 

In my opinion, both ἀκρίδας and μέλι are corrupt: With 

regard to ἀκρίδας, I suspect that two words have coalesced into 

it, the first of which is obscure,! but the second of which, 

most probably, was ῥίζας (PIZAX—PIAAX). Roots, which 

consist, according to the popular notion, of all the parts of a 

plant that are in the earth, would comprise bulbs and tubers, 

such as colocasia antiquorum, and these afford very tolerable 

nourishment. Cp. Job xxx. 4, πεφαυλισμένοι, ἐνδεεῖς παντὸς 

ἀγαθοῦ, ot καὶ ῥίζας ξύλων ἐμασσῶντο. 

Coming now to the consideration of μέλι, ‘it is to be ob- 

served that, as is well known, we constantly find in the New 

Testament the intentional replacement of words by their syno- 

nyms, or by other words which apparently suit the context 

equally well. Cp. Matt. v. 47, ἀδελφοὺς --φίλους ; 47, ἐθνικοὶ---- 

τελῶναι ; Vii. 4, ἐκ--ἀπό; Vill. 34, Orws—iva; ix. 14, πολλὰ---- 

1 See, however, the Note on p. 46. 
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πυκνά ; 36, ἐσκυλμένοι---ἐκλελυμένοι ; X. 23, ἑτέραν---ἄλλην ; xiii. 

29, φησὶν---λέγει ; 30, ἕως---μέχρι ; xv. 6, Adyov—vopov—evroArjy ; 

22, ἔκραξεν---ἐκραύγασεν ; xvi. 27, τὴν πρᾶξιν---τὰ ἔργα ; xviii. 1, 

ὥρα---ἡμέρα ; xix. 28, ὑμεῖς---αὐτοί; xx. 34, ὀμμάτων--- ὀφθαλμῶν ; 

ΧΧΙ. 31, ὕστερος---δεύτερος---ἔσχατος ; xxii. 10, νυμφὼν---γάμος ; 

XXIV. 45, oixereias—Oepameias; Mark i. 26, φωνῆσαν ---κράξαν ; 

ill, 30, ἁμαρτίας---κρίσεως ; iv. 19, aid@vos—Piov; xiv. 44, σύσ- 

σημον----σημεῖον ; and numerous other instances. Most instruc- 

tive on this point, as showing how recklessly the scribes were 

altering the sacred texts from the very earliest days of Christi- 

anity, is what we are told by Origen (I take the passage from 

Tischendorf’s eighth edition of the N.T.), ῥαμὰ σημαίνει τόπον 

ὑψηλὸν, ὅθεν ἔν τισι τῶν ἀντιγράφων τοῦ προφήτου γέγραπται φωνὴ 

ἐν τῇ ὑψηλῇ ἠκούσθη. Now μέλι and κηρίον are synonyms in 

the Sacred Books (cp. Prov. xxiv. 13, φάγε μέλι, υἱὲ, ἀγαθὸν 

yap κηρίον ; Cant. iv. 11, κηρίον ἀποστάζουσι χείλη σου, νύμφη, 

etc.), and I suspect that κηρίον stood once in the text; but, 

being a comparatively rare word in the sense of honey, it was 

replaced by its synonym μέλι on grounds similar to that ad- 

duced by Origen in the case of Ῥαμά. Further, I suggest that 

κηρίον was a misreading of καρπὸν (KAPILON — KHPION). 

Should I be right, the corruption must have occurred very 

early, certainly before the Gospel according to St. Matthew 

was compiled, perhaps in a copy made from the archetype 

itself. Such, indeed, were the circumstances under which the 

first books of the early Christians were written that misread- 

ings of this kind could hardly be avoided; for. the narratives 

circulated in a community of men who were poor and could 

only afford cheap writing materials, — perhaps second-hand, 

faulty membranes and bad ink,—and who, being _ill-educated, 

would probably neither write correctly nor, in copying, take such 

pains as a practised literary man would consider necessary. 

My conclusion, therefore, is that, instead of ἔσθων ἀκρίδας 
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καὶ μέλι ἄγριον, the archetype read ἔσθων. .. ῥίζας καὶ καρπὸν 

ἄγριον, that is, eating roots and wild fruit. With this sentence 

compare Strabo, 513, of μὲν οὖν ἐν τοῖς νήσοις οὐκ ἔχοντες 

σπόριμα ῬΙΖΟφαγοῦσι καὶ ATPIOIS χρῶνται KAPIIOIS. 

Mark τι. 7 

Οὕτω λαλεῖ. 

The force of this phrase has been missed. The meaning 

is, he speaks at random, οὕτω being equivalent to the classical 

αὕτως (or sometimes οὕτως). The idiom has been preserved in 

modern Greek. See Vlachos, Λεξικὸν Ἑλληνογαλλικὸν, Ὁ. ἔτσι, 

“τὸ εἶπα ἔτσι [φρ.], je Vai dit sans conséquence ; j’ai parlé en 

Pair.” 

Mark τι. 19 

Μὴ δύνανται οἱ υἱοὶ τοῦ νυμφῶνος ἐν ᾧ ὁ νυμφίος pet αὐτῶν ἐστι 

νηστεύειν ; 

I think that the meaning of the word νυμφῶνος is misunder- 

stood when it is taken to indicate a dride-chamber. It is clear 

from Matt. xxii. 10 that banquets were given in the νυμφὼν, which 

cannot have been possible in a bride-chamber. The word, I 

believe, signifies a dangueting-hall, in which the wedding feast 

took place, perhaps also the wedding itself. Such halls are 

common in India at the present time. Weddings in that country 

are grand affairs, and are followed by very costly entertainments, 

on which the savings of many years’ hard work are spent. To 

these feasts a great number of relatives and friends, or even all 

the caste fellows in the place, are invited; and, as the private 

houses are small and totally inadequate for such large gatherings, 

public halls of a kind have been provided in which guests are 

entertained. It is evident from what we find in the New Testa- 

ment (see Matt. xxii. 2 ff.) that weddings in Palestine were also 
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followed by great feasts, and I venture to suggest that, owing to 

circumstances similar to those which prevail in. India, public 

halls must have existed in that country for the convenience of 

those who entertained. ‘This interpretation of νυμφὼν is borne 

out by the passage quoted at the head of this paragraph, which 

states that the sons of the νυμφὼν, namely, those who are in the 

νυμφὼν, cannot be expected to abstain from eating and drinking ; 

in other words, that they are there for the purpose of eating and 

drinking. Should my view be correct, then υἱοὶ rod νυμφῶνος 

must simply be interpreted, the guests at a wedding. 

But, though the context seems to require the interpretation 

which I have submitted, there is no denying that νυμφὼν, 

according to its formation, should mean a dride’s quarters, in 

which sense we find it in the only two passages of the Old 

Testament in which it occurs. It is a point, then, for further 

investigation, whether νυμφὼν has not displaced γάμος everywhere 

in the New Testament, as it has done apparently in Matt. xxii. 10, 

where Codex B gives on the margin the variant γάμος, written by 

the original scribe himself. 

Mark 1. 14 

Kat ἐποίησεν δώδεκα ots Kal ἀποστόλους ὠνόμασεν ἵνα dow μετ᾽ 

αὐτοῦ καὶ ἀποστέλλῃ αὐτοὺς κηρύσσειν καὶ ἔχειν ἐξουσίαν ἐκβάλλειν 

τὰ δαιμόνια. Καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς δώδεκα καὶ ἐπέθηκεν ὄνομα τῷ 

Σίμωνι Πέτρον. 

So runs this passage in Codex B, but we find no small 

diversity of reading in other MSS., a circumstance which in itself 

proves that the original text has been considerably tampered 

with. The passage, as it stands, is in fact highly unsatisfactory 

on several grounds. In the first place, ἐποίησεν δώδεκα, without 

a complement of the predicate, such as we find in phrases like 

Acts ii. 36, κύριον αὐτὸν καὶ Χριστὸν ἐποίησεν ὃ Θεὸς, cannot mean 
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he appointed twelve, as the words. are conveniently rendered, but 

only he made or created twelve. Nor can we evade the difficulty 

by construing ἐποίησεν iva dow, because we should then be 

forced to construe ἐποίησεν ἵνα ἀποστέλλῃ, and such a construc- 

tion is. impossible. In the second place, ἵνα ἀποστέλλῃ ἔχειν 

ἐξουσίαν yields no satisfactory sense; at best it might mean so 

that he might send them forth to acquire authority, a meaning 

which is here inadmissible. ‘Thirdly, the repetition καὶ ἐποίησεν 

instead of ἐποίησεν οὖν is strange and unusual. Fourthly, it is 

surprising that the writer should at once proceed to state what 

was the surname given to Simon without first mentioning, as is 

done in Luke vi. 14, that Simon was appointed one of the apostles. 

Lastly, it is equally surprising that the name of Andrew should 

be separated from that of his brother Simon, and inserted further 

on between those of the brothers John and James and those of 

the brothers Philip and Bartholomew. Like John and James, 

Simon and Andrew are linked together everywhere else (Matt. iv. 

18, 21, x. 2, xvii. 1; Mark i. 16, 19, ix. 2; Luke vi. 14, ix. 28; 

John i. 45), with the sole exception of Mark xiii. 3, where, however, 

᾿Ανδρέας is an interpolation, because he is there given a special 

importance which he is not shown elsewhere to have possessed. 

With regard to ἐποίησεν, I venture to suggest that it is a 

corruption of ἑτοίμασεν (without augment; see Dr. Jannaris, 

Hist. Gr. Gr. § 717). Compared palzographically, the two 

words, ETOIMASEN—EIIOIHSEN, are similar enough ;. 50 much 

so, that in Ps. cxviii. 73 the reading varies between ἑτοίμασαν and 

ἐποίησαν. With this alteration the syntax becomes grammatical (cp. 

Acts xxili. 23, ἑτοιμάσατε στρατιώτας διακοσίους ὅπως πορευθῶσιν) 

and the sense appropriate, And he made ready twelve, whom also 

he named apostles, to the end that they might be with him, and that 

he might send them forth to preach. Then in the place of καὶ 

ἔχειν----τοὺς δώδεκα, I suspect that there once stood these words, 

πρῶτον Σίμωνα (this on manuscript authority) τὸν τοῦ “Iwva καὶ 
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᾿Ανδρέαν τὸν ἀδελφὸν τοῦ Σίμωνος, in accordance with the parallel 

sentence which follows, Ἰάκωβον τὸν τοῦ Ζεβεδαίου καὶ ᾿Ιωάνην τὸν 

ἀδελφὸν τοῦ ᾿Ιακώβουυ These words were most likely rubbed off 

for the purpose of making room for the sentence, καὶ éxew— 

darpovea. As, however, they consisted of fifty-two letters, and 

the sentence inserted of only thirty-five, there was a considerable 

space left blank, and I suggest that it was with the object of 

filling up this gap that the superfluous words καὶ ἐποίησεν τοὺς 

δώδεκα were interpolated, this addition bringing up the spurious 

letters to fifty-six. 

Mark Iv. 21 

Μήτι ἔρχεται. ὁ λύχνος. 

. The word ἔρχεται is impossible, and has been condemned by 

several critics. D gives ἅπτεται, and it is such a sense that 

we require. I suspect that St. Mark used a Latin root and 

wrote ἄρδεται (from ardeo). In St. Matthew we find the equiva- 

lent of the Latin word, 2.6. καίουσι (ν. 15). 

Mark tv. 27 

Kat ὁ σπόρος βλαστᾷ καὶ μηκύνεται ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτός. 

The words ὡς οὐκ οἶδεν αὐτὸς clash with the spirit of the 

passage, expressing as they do a certain surprise in the mind 

of the sower that the seed should grow and become a tree 

without any trouble being taken by him. The point of the 

parable, on the contrary, is that the sower, after sowing, reverts 

to his usual life in the certainty that the seed will do its work 

though he pays no further attention to it. I am, therefore, 

inclined to think that the text originally read, ὡς ἐκάθευδεν 

(EKA@EYAEN—OYKOIAEN) αὐτὸς, whilst he himself was sleep- 

ing. For the use of ὡς instead of ἕως, cp. John ii. 23, xii. 35, 

περιπατεῖτε ὡς TO φῶς ἔχετε; xii. 36. - 
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Mark vi. 20 

ὋὉ γὰρ Ἡρώδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν ᾿Ιωάνην εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον 

καὶ ἅγιον, καὶ συνετήρει αὐτὸν, καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει, 

καὶ ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν. 

A good deal of confusion seems to have crept into this 

passage, of which traces exist in the variety of reading which 

has come down to us. Codex B omits the particle καὶ before 

συνετήρει. Again, some MSS. give ἐποίει instead of ἠπόρει. This 

was the reading before the translator of the Syr. Sin., whose 

rendering (according to Mrs. Lewis) is azd many things that he 

heard from him he did. Then, an old Latin version gives guia 

multa faciebat, and another guod multa faciebat. It is indis- 

putable that the passage presents serious difficulties. In the 

first place, there is no reason why Herod should fear John; 

nay, the fact that he seized and imprisoned him is a proof 

that he did not. We should have rather expected that, as is 

stated in the account given in St. Matthew, Herod, like the 

chief priests and the elders,! feared the people, who revered 

John as a saint and a prophet, and was unwilling to exasperate 

the multitude by executing him. I incline to think that, where 

we now find Ἰωάνην, there was once a lacuna which was errone- 

ously filled in by that word instead of by ὄχλον ὃς, and that 

the text originally ran thus, 6 yap Ἡρώδης ἐφοβεῖτο τὸν ὄχλον ὃς 

εἰδὼς αὐτὸν ἄνδρα δίκαιον καὶ ἅγιον συνετήρει αὐτόν: For Herod 

Jjeared the people, who, knowing that he was a righteous man 

and a holy, watched over him. The absence of καὶ before 

συνετήρει in Codex B points to the relative pronoun having 

dropt out before εἰδώς. In the second place, it is strange that 

Herod should listen with pleasure to the very man who was 

reproaching him with his misdeeds. Much more likely is it 

1 See xi. 32. 
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that ἡδέως αὐτοῦ ἤκουεν refers, like the preceding clause, to the 

people, who listened to John’s preaching with pleasure, just as 

they gladly listened to the teaching of Jesus according to the 

narrative of St. Mark, which is couched in almost identical terms 

(xii. 37), καὶ ὁ πολὺς ὄχλος ἤκουεν αὐτοῦ ἡδέως, Lastly, with 

regard to the words καὶ ἀκούσας αὐτοῦ πολλὰ ἠπόρει, if what I 

have already urged is well founded, they cannot possibly stand 

in their present form, as the subject of ἡπόρει would necessarily 

be ὁ ὄχλος ; nor can they stand even if we assume Ἡρώδης to be 

the subject, for there is no reason why Herod should be said to 

feel any agreeable surprise at John’s discourses—and this is what 

the words must mean if they mean anything—if it is supposed 

that he had already acquired a conviction (εἰδὼς) of the Baptist’s 

righteous and saintly character. Moreover, the variety in the 

readings of our MSS., as shown at the beginning of this para- 

graph, adds considerably to the suspicious appearance of these 

words. What, however, was their original form I am quite unable 

to suggest. | 

Mark vi. 21 

Kat γενομένης ἡμέρας εὐκαίρου. 

The usual interpretation, and when a convenient [it should be, 

an opportune| day was come, is very wide of the mark. There 

was nothing in the day itself which made it specially oppor- 

tune for bringing about the Baptist’s execution; it was by 

mere accident that the chance presented itself. Had the day 

been considered by Herodias as advantageous, we should have 

expected to find that everything had been arranged beforehand, 

and that her daughter would have promptly answered, there 

and then, Herod’s question without going out to take her 

mother’s advice. Now, the word εὔκαιρος sometimes meant 

empty (see Sophocles’ Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine 

Periods), and in modern Greek εἶμαι εὔκαιρος means both 
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J am empty and, by an extension of meaning, J am at leisure 

(see Vlachos, v. εὔκαιρος . . . ὃ qui a du loisir; libre . . . § vide; 

creux). ‘This second signification it must have also had even at 

the period when the Gospels were written ; for we find that its 

derivative εὐκαιρῶ meant then 20 be at leisure (see Sophocles, 2. 

εὐκαιρῶ), ἃ meaning which it still retains (see Vlachos, v. εὐκαιρῶ). 

Hence εὔκαιρος ἡμέρα is an empty day, a day without work, a day 

of leisure, and is a synonym of σχολὴ (=a holiday ; see Sopho- 

cles). Compare also Liddell and Scott, v. εὐκαιρία = σχολή. The 

words at the head of this paragraph mean therefore, And on 

a festival day. They were inserted in order to show how it 

chanced that the daughter of Herodias came out to dance, and 

through her dancing prevailed on Herod to behead the Baptist. 

Mark vi. 56 

Kai ὅπου ἂν εἰσεπορεύετο, cis κώμας ἢ εἰς πόλεις ἢ εἰς ἀγροὺς, 

ἐν ταῖς ἀγοραῖς ἐτίθεσαν τοὺς ἀσθενοῦντας. 

I can understand a market-place in a town, or even in a 

hamlet; but how can there exist a market-place out in the 

ἀγροὶ or open country? I have no doubt that instead of ἐν ταῖς 

ἀγοραῖς we must read ev ταῖς ἀγυιαῖς (ATYIAIS—ATOPAIS), ix 

the roads. This conjecture is strikingly borne out. by the. Syr. 

Sin. Codex, in which, according to the translation by Mrs. Lewis, 

we have Wheresoever Jesus entered into cities, or villages, or 

fields, or streets (I presume that the Syriac word for voads 

means also séreets).. That the Syr. Sin. gives both fe/ds and 

streets may be. accounted for by the circumstance that dyuais 

stood as a correction on the margin of the Greek MSS... from 

which that version was made, and that the translator regarded 

the word not as.a.correction, but as an addition. A further 

confirmation of my view is to be found in the reading of 

Codex D, ἐν ταῖς πλατείαις. Compare also Acts v..15, ὥστε καὶ 
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els ras πλατείας ἐκφέρειν τοὺς ἀσθενεῖς καὶ riHévac —almost a 

repetition of the passage under consideration. 

Mark vi. 3 

"Edy μὴ πυγμῇ νίψωνται τὰς χεῖρας, 

The word πυγμῇ can only mean dy or with the fist; and 

to wash one’s hands with one’s fists must be considered, 

despite all the desperate efforts to prove the contrary, a most 

imperfect method of washing. Respecting the usual interpre- 

tation diligently, which is based upon a Syr. version, Dr. 

Bloomfield justly remarks, “It would seem that the Syr. 

translator rendered by guess, and, being in utter ignorance 

of the force of the word, rendered as well as he could.” 

The Syr. Sin. translator, on the other hand, being at a loss 

how to translate, has chosen to ignore the word altogether. 

May not πυγμῇ be a corruption of either ryyj=with fresh 

water from the well (cp. the classical xépvup πηγαῖος), or of 

the word πηγαίῳ Ὁ 

With regard to the latter suggestion, I would refer to 

Hesychius, who states, “ayyatovy τὸ ὄστρακον ὃ καὶ dpddviov 

ὁμοίως λέγεται" Now, ὄστρακον means an earthen vessel, 

and dpddvov a water-pot; πηγαῖον therefore would mean 

an earthen water - pot; and should this word have existed 

in the passage which we are discussing it would signify a water- 

pot such as, according to John ii. 6, stood in every 

Jewish house, containing the water with which the inmates, 

before eating, or on entering the house after contact in 

the market-place with unclean persons or things, purified 

themselves. “ 

On palzographic grounds, however, the reading πηγῇ is 

much preferable. 
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Mark vu. 11 

Κορβᾶν (8 ἐστι δῶρον) ὃ ἂν ἐξ ἐμοῦ ὠφεληθῇς. 

The usual interpretation of this passage, That wherewith 

thou mightest have been profited by me, is so contrived as to 

yield some sort of plausible meaning; but the words in the 

text cannot, without undue straining, be thus construed, The 

straightforward rendering is, Zhat wherewith thou mayst (or 

wilt) be profited by me; and this sense obviously does not suit 

the context. The meaning required is, What I may owe you 

ts Korban, which we obtain by writing ὀφείληταί σοι instead 

of ὠφεληθῇς. This, I am persuaded, is the genuine reading. 

᾿Οφείλω, in the sense of J owe as a duty, is frequent. Cp. 

ὀφείλει in Matt. xxiii. 16. 

Mark vu. 19 

Καθαρίζον πάντα τὰ βρώματα. 

The meaning of βρώματα has been misunderstood in this 

passage. No doubt the usual signification of βρῶμα is meat; 

but it also signifies vottenness, being another form of βρῶμος 

or (less correctly) βρόμος, which means stench. See Sophocles’ 

Lexicon, in which the verb βρωμῶ. is also cited in the sense 

of fo stink. ‘These words are, of course, derived from βιβρώσκε- 

σθαι, to be eaten by worms.? And inasmuch as what is infested 

by worms is putrid and noisome, βεβρωμένος has come to 

mean votten (Josh. ix. 5, καὶ 6 ἄρτος αὐτῶν---ξηρὸς καὶ εὐρωτιῶν 

καὶ βεβρωμένος), offensive, and the nouns from the same root 

to mean vottenness, and then stench. In modern Greek the 

verb βρωμῶ exists unaltered in the sense of fo stink (Viachos, 

“ βρωμῶ: sentir mauvais; puer”), whilst the noun, in the 

1 ὨὩΦΕΛΗΘΗΣ-- ΟΦΕΙΛΗΉΤΑΙΣΟΙ. 

3 Cp. Isa. li. 8, ὡς ἔρια βρωθήσονται ὑπὸ σητός. 

ES. « 

παν σὰ TP TIS Se 
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feminine form βρώμα, is a specific term for both stench and 

filth (Viachos, “ βρώμα" mauvaise odeur, § saleté; ordure”). 

Thus καθαρίζον πάντα τὰ βρώματα means which thing (or 

circumstance) clears away all impurities. 'The syntax is clearly 

explained by Dr. Bloomfield in accordance with Fritzsche’s 

view. 

Mark vit. 26 

Ἡ δὲ γυνὴ ἦν Ἑλληνὶς Συροφοινίκισσα. 

The only correct formation of the compound word both in 

classical and modern Greek, in so far as the copulative vowel 

is concerned, is Συροφοινίκισσα, as it is found in several MSS. ; 

and it would have been impossible for any Greek of any period, 

whether educated or illiterate, to utter it differently. Whence 

then comes it that in some MSS., including Codex B, we find 

the utterly barbarous Συραφοινίκισσα with a as a copulative 

vowel? The prevalence of this reading is exceedingly strange. 

It seems to me to point to an error in the text; and I suspect 

that the Evangelist wrote, ἥ δὲ γυνὴ ἦν Ἑλληνὶς χήρα, Φοινίκισσα, 

And the woman was a Greek widow from Phenicia. The 

reading χήρα has been preserved in the Syr. Sin., which, accord- 

ing to Mrs. Lewis, reads, Zhis woman was a widow. Some 

editors divide the word Svpadowikiooa into Svpa Φοινίκισσα ; but 

this expedient only creates another difficulty, since it makes 

Svpa precede instead of following Φοινέίκισσα, as it should do in 

conformity with the order Φοινίκισσα ἐκ Συρίας. 

Mark vir. 34-1. 1 

It is likely that the whole of this passage is a later addition, 

transferred to this place from Matt. xvi. 24 ff. Its style is quite 

unlike that of St. Mark; but my chief reason for thinking it to 

be an interpolation is that, as we shall see further on, the word 
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δώσει is impossible in Matt. xvi. 26, and is a corruption of 

δέξετα. Here, however, the word δῷ or dot equally militates 

against common sense ; and, as it is impossible for palzeographical 

reasons to regard it as a corruption of δέξηται, we must conclude 

that its presence is due to the word δώσει having been copied 

in an altered form from Matt. ; and, if so, it must necessarily 

have been brought in together with the whole passage, with 

which it is organically connected. 

Marx 1x. 10 

Καὶ τὸν λόγον ἐκράτησαν. 

It is to be observed that in some other passages where our 

Lord, in conversing with his disciples, refers to his approaching 

death and subsequent resurrection, the Evangelists remark that 

his intimations were not understood. Thus lower down, ver. 32, 

he makes such an allusion, and the comment is ot δὲ ἠγνόουν 

τὸ ῥῆμα. I think, therefore, that originally we had here καὶ τὸν 

λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν (οὐκ having dropt out before ἐκ owing to 

a certain similarity of sound), which would mean, and they did 

not understand the saying. ‘This conjecture is confirmed by 

Luke xviii. 31, a passage which seems to have been suggested 

by the comment in Mark; for it will be observed that as St. 

Mark says, ὅταν ὃ vids τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀναστῇ" καὶ τὸν 

λόγον οὐκ ἐκράτησαν, so St. Luke writes, τελεσθήσεται πάντα τῷ 

υἱῷ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου: παραδοθήσεται γὰρ---καὶ ἀναστήσεται" καὶ αὐτοὶ 

οὐδὲν τούτων συνῆκαν. 

Κρατεῖν in the sense of 20 understand is ἃ Latinism 

reproducing the verb /emere, a similar Latinism occurring 

in connection with the verb βαστάζειν, a synonym of κρατεῖν, 

in John xvi. 12. Compare also χωρεῖν in Matt. xix. 11, 

(where see Weiss’s note), as a translation of the Latin verb 

capere. 
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The particle od is rather apt to fall out of, or to be deducted 

from, or to be added to, the text. An indisputable case occurs 

in Codex B, which in Luke xiv. 27 gives ὅστις οὖν βαστάζει 

instead of ὅστις οὖν οὐ βαστάζει. Similarly in Matt. viii. 30 we 

find ἦν δὲ μακρὰν instead of ἦν δ᾽ οὐ μακρὰν, a reading proposed 

by de Béze and preserved in Latin versions. Dr. Hort in his 

Introduction, p. 124, remarks: “A bolder form of correction is 

the insertion of a negative particle, as in Luke xi. 48 and Rom. 

iv. 19; Or its omission, as in Matt. xxi. 32 (οὐ being easily lost, 

it is true, after τοῦ) ; Rom. v. 14; Gal. ii. 5, v. 8. Two similar. 

cases exist in John v. 47 and xv. 20, where we should, I believe, 

write in the former instance, εἰ δὲ τοῖς ἐκείνου γράμμασιν πιστεύετε 

(MSS. οὐ πιστεύετε), πῶς τοῖς ἐμοῖς ῥήμασιν ov (MSS. without the 

negative) πιστεύετε, and in the other, εἰ δὲ τὸν λόγον μου οὐκ 

ἐτήρησαν, καὶ τὸν ὑμέτερον οὐ τηρήσουσι (MSS. without the nega- 

tives in both members of the sentence). 

Mark 1x. 39 

Οὐδεὶς γὰρ---δυνήσεται ταχὺ κακολογῆσαί pe. 

The word ταχὺ is wrongly rendered guickly. It is a synonym 

of αὔριον, and in this passage means on some future day, which 

is often the meaning of αὔριον also. Compare Josh. iv. 6, ὅταν 

ἐρωτᾷ σε ὃ vids σου αὔριον : xxii. 27, οὐκ ἐροῦσι τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν---- 

αὔριον, etc. Ταχὺ in the sense of αὔριον or πρωΐ (cp. the German 

Morgen) occurs likewise in Isa. lviii. 8, τότε ῥαγήσεται πρώϊμον 

(? πρωϊνὸν) τὸ φῶς σου καὶ τὰ ἰάματά σου ταχὺ ἀνατελεῖ ; and is 

still so used in modern Greek, either in the form of ταχὺ or 

of rayid. A popular rhyme says: 

ἄλλα λένε τὸ βραδὺ 

κι ἄλλα κάνουν τὸ ταχύ ; 

that is, one thing they say in the evening and another they doin 
2 
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the morning. Byzantios, in his Modern Greek Lexicon, gives 

“ἐ παχειὰ---ταχύ. Ἔπ., ἴδε Αὔριον καὶ Πουρνόν." See also Janna- 

rakis’s Deutsch-Neugriechisches Handworterbuch, v. Morgen. 

Mark ix. 49 

Πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται. 

Some wonderful feats of exegesis have been performed to 

explain how a man can be salted with fire; but the ingenuity of 

the commentators is out of place in dealing with a passage. 

found in a narrative so simple and direct as St. Mark’s Gospel, 

and furnishes in itself a presumption that their explanations 

are wrong. ~The truth, I believe, is that the text is corrupt, 

and that instead of ἁλισθήσεται we ought to write ἁγνισθήσεται, 

—an allusion to purification as by fire, that is, as complete a 

purification as that to which silver and gold are submitted by 

means of fire (Num. xxxi. 23, πᾶν πρᾶγμα ὃ διελεύσεται ἐν πυρὶ 

καὶ καθαρισθήσεται ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ ὕδατι τοῦ ἁγνισμοῦ ἁγνισθήσεται). 

Such a metaphor we also find in Isa. i. 25, ἐπάξω τὴν χεῖρά μου 

ἐπὶ σὲ καὶ πυρώσω εἰς καθαρόν ; Zech. xiii. 9, πυρώσω αὐτοὺς ὡς 

πυροῦται τὸ ἀργύριον καὶ δοκιμῶ αὐτοὺς ὡς δοκιμάζεται τὸ χρυσίον. 

Similarly Matt. ili, 11 says, αὐτὸς ὑμᾶς βαπτίσει {-- ἁγνίσει 

βαπτίζων) ἐν πνεύματι ἁγίῳ καὶ πυρί. For ἁγνίζειν instead of 

καθαρίζειν as applied to fire, cf. Num. xix. 17, τῆς σποδιᾶς τῆς 

κατακεκαυμένης τοῦ ἁγνισμοῦ. 

The sentence πᾶς γὰρ πυρὶ ἁλισθήσεται is very loosely 

connected with what precedes it, and seems a later addition 

suggested by the mention of πῦρ in ver. 48. Similarly, when 

ἁγνισθήσεται became ἁλισθήσεται, then the words καλὸν τὸ ἅλας--- 

ἀρτύσετε, which follow and which do not suit the context, were 

imported in a modified form into this place from the familiar 

passage of Luke xiv. 34, where they form part of quite a 

different theme; and these words seem at length to have 
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occasioned a further addition, namely, that of the exhortation 

ἔχετε---ἀλλήλοις. 

Mark x. 99 

Λέγει----πῶς δυσκόλως---εἰσελεύσονται. 

In this passage πῶς is wrongly translated dow ; it is used with 

a declarative force, being an equivalent to ὅτι, ‘hat. It is thus 

that Matthew (xix. 23) understood it, for he says, λέγω ὑμῖν ὍΤΙ 

πλούσιος δυσκόλως εἰσελεύσεται. In modern Greek πῶς (more 

correctly πὼς) is really the only declarative particle used collo- 

quially, and Dr. Jannaris (Ast. Gr. Gr., App. VI. § 13) gives 

instances of its use from a period as early as the first and second 

centuries. In the Gospels I cannot trace another clear example 

of this usage, Luke xviii. 24, it is true, repeats πῶς, but it is not 

clear that he did not misunderstand its force in Mark x. 23, and 

so employed it in an exclamative sense. Similarly, though in 

Mark x. 23 there is nothing in the syntax of λέγει αὐτοῖς, τέκνα, 

πῶς δύσκολόν ἐστι to prevent us from regarding πῶς as declarative 

(cp. Mark i, 40, λέγων αὐτῷ, Κύριε, ὅτι, ἐὰν θέλῃς, δύνῃ με καθαρίσαι ; 

Luke ΧΙ, 23, εἶπε δέ τις αὐτῷ, Κύριε, εἰ ὀλίγοι of σωζόμενοι ; xxii. 

49, εἶπαν, Κύριε, εἰ πατάξομεν), still the passage appears to be an 

importation from St. Luke, and the particle must be understood 

in the sense in which St. Luke used it. It is likely, however, 

that the declarative use of πῶς in the Gospels was originally much 

more extended than would now appear, and that when their 

language was gradually revised towards classicism πῶς was often 

changed into ὅτι. 

Mark x. 40 

Τὸ δὲ καθίσαι ἐκ δεξιῶν pou ἢ ἐξ εὐωνύμων οὐκ ἔστιν ἐμὸν 

δοῦναι, ἀλλ᾽ οἷς ἡτοίμασται. 

As the text stands at present there is only one construc- 

tion possible, which is to connect ἐστὶν both with ἐμὸν and 
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with οἷς ἡτοίμασται, and only one rendering is possible, 

But to sit on my right hand or on my left hand it is not in my 

power to give, but in the power of those for whom it has been 

prepared. What we obviously require is this, But to sit on my 

right hand or on my left hand I may not give to other than 

those for whom it has been prepared. Therefore it seems to 

me that we must read, οὐκ ἔστιν ἐμὸν δοῦναι ἄλλοις ἢ ἡτοίμασται 

(or ἄλλοις ἢ οἷς ἡτοίμασται). 

Respecting ἐμὸν, it seems to be due to the attraction of 

τὸ δὲ καθίσαι. Strictly speaking, we should have expected ἐμοὶ 

in its place. 

Mark x1. 3 

Καὶ εὐθὺς ἀποστέλλει πάλιν αὐτὸν ὧδε. 

It is clear that the sense required is what we find in Matt. 

xxi. 3, namely, that if the disciples state that the Lord has need 

of the colt, its owner will at once send it; and not that the 

owner would only allow it to be led away upon a promise that it 

will at once be sent back again. I therefore suspect that in 

the place of πάλιν αὐτὸν there once stood τὸν πῶλον (IOAON— 

ITAAIN.) 
Mark xu. 1 

Πύργον. 

The meaning of this word is misunderstood. It does not 

signify @ /ower, but a country villa with an upper storey. In this 

sense it is still used in modern Greek. Such villas were formerly 

very frequent in Greece, and were built, as described in this 

passage, with a wine-press underneath. They are still to be met 

with occasionally. 

Mark xu. 9 

Kal δώσει τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἄλλοις. 

There is no suggestion of the vineyard being given away, 

but of its being let out; κἀκδώσει should, therefore, be read 
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instead οἵ καὶ δώσε. The word is correctly transmitted in 

ver. 1; Matt. xxi. 33, 41, καὶ τὸν ἀμπελῶνα ἐκδώσεται ἄλλοις ; 

Luke xx. 9. The error appears to be a very old one, as it is 

repeated in the parallel passage of Luke xx. 16. 

Mark xi. 24 

Οὐ διὰ τοῦτο πλανᾶσθε μὴ εἰδότες τὰς γραφάς ; 

Commentators justify the interrogative form by a reference 

to xi. 17. But the question in that passage implies an affirma- 

tion, whereas here it is put as though there were some hesitancy 

and doubt in the mind of Jesus; and such a feeling is entirely 

inconsistent with the context. ‘The words οὐ διὰ τοῦτο are 

corrupt, and should be changed into οὐδενὸς τούτων. Our 

Lord was asked whose wife the woman would be, and he 

answers, She shall be the wife of none of them. 

The corruption has been brought about by the practice 

which scribes had (1) of writing the numeral A instead of πρῶτος, 

eis (see Cobet, Variae Lectiones, p. 122); and (2) of indicating a 

final N at the end of a line by a dash drawn over the preceding 

vowel. ‘Thus the text 

originally had OYAATOYTO 

which was read OYAIATOYTO 

instead of OYAENOS TOYTON. 

! 

Mark xu. 38 

Ἔν στολαῖς περιπατεῖν. 

The great Reiske conjectured στοαῖς ; and this suggestion 

is now confirmed by the Syr. Sin. From a note printed on 

the margin of Mrs. Lewis’s translation, I understand that this 

document uses the Greek word itself. 
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Mark xiv. 8 

NdpSou πιστικῆς. 

I need not stop to prove the impossibility of rendering 

πιστικῆς either as genuine or liguid, since others have already 

performed this task far more thoroughly than I could. I will at 

once say that the word which the Evangelist wrote was πιεστικῆς. 

The word πιεστὴ or πιεστικὴ is not recorded in dictionaries, 

nor have I been able to trace it in other books; but we have 

(1) the verb πιέζω in the sense of fo press (for the purpose of 

extracting), cp. Micah vi. 15, σὺ πιέσεις ἐλαίαν καὶ οὐ μὴ ἀλείψῃ 

ἔλαιον ; and (2) the noun πίεσμα, respecting which Sophocles 

says, “mieopa .. . extract in pharmacy (Diosco. i. 106).” In 

Geoponicon (xx. 28) we also find μυροβολάνου πίεσμα, though in 

this case the word denotes not the extract itself, but the pulp 

left after pressing. Thus an extract of vapdos would be νάρδου 

πίεσμα OY vapdos πιεστὴ (Compare στακτή) ; and vapdos πιεστικὴ 

would mean exactly the same thing, though the adjective is 

formed as if it meant of an extracted kind. Cp. Ex. xxxvii. 21, τὰ 

ὑφαντὰ καὶ τὰ ῥαφιδευτὰ καὶ τὰ ποικιλτικὰ (instead of ποικιλτάλ ; 

cp. also Ex. xxx. 25, μύρον μυρεψικόν ; 35, θυμίαμα μυρεψικόν. 

What, of course, was poured over the head of our Lord was 

not the extract of vdpdos itself, but oil which was strongly im- 

pregnated with an infusion of that perfume; it was a oxevacia 

ἐλαίου ἡδύσματος (Eccles. x. 1). 

Mark xiv. 41 

᾿᾿Απέχει, ἦλθεν ἡ ὥρα. 

It is enough, the favourite rendering οἵ ἀπέχει, is ‘derived 

from the Vulgate. But though the whole range of Greek 

literature has been ransacked in search of passages where 

ἀπέχει might signify sufictt, only two examples have been 
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found, namely, Amacr, xxvil. 33, and Cyr. Hag. ii. 9. This 

dearth in the case of an expression in such frequent use as 

Enough is most extraordinary, seeing that it cannot be urged 

in this instance that a word belonging to vulgar Greek must 

have been constantly altered in our MSS. Even the passages 

discovered are hardly trustworthy. In Avzacreon, Stephanus 

was most likely right in conjecturing ἄπεχε; and in Cyril the 

context seems to require ἀπέχω. Then again the attempt to 

explain how ἀπέχει has come to mean sxfficit has not proved 

a success, Besides, as the word is placed in the text, no 

reader or hearer could help connecting it with ὥρα, thus mis- 

understanding the whole passage as meaning ¢he hour is distant 

(this being the usual sense of ἀπέχει), 29} has come. Why, 

moreover, should not the Evangelist have said ἀρκεῖ, so as not 

to occasion such a misunderstanding? Further, even if ἀπέχει 

meant sufficit, it would not at all suit the context; and the 

explanations so far given are based upon guesses and far- 

fetched subtleties. Lastly, MSS. tradition varies considerably 

in this passage. 

I agree with M. Biljon that “lectio absurda est.” Now, 

what is likely to have been written under the circumstances 

narrated in the Gospel? Our Lord announces the approaching 

end of his life, and in the Scriptures such proclamations of 

impending great events are generally invested with additional 

solemnity by being twice, or even thrice, reiterated. Thus 

we have in Mark himself, i. 15, πεπλήρωται ὃ καιρὸς καὶ ἤγγικεν 

ἡ βασιλεία. Cp. also Ezek. vii. 12, ἥκει ὃ καιρὸς, ἰδοὺ ἡ ἡμέρα ; 

XXi. 25, ἥκει ἡ ἡμέρα ἐν καιρῷ ἀδικίας, πέρας ; XXX. 3, ἐγγὺς ἡμέρα 

τοῦ Κυρίου---πέρας ἐθνῶν ἔσται ; vii. 3, ἥκει τὸ πέρας ἐπὶ σὲ---ἥκει 

ὃ καιρὸς, ἤγγικεν ἡ ἡμέρα. What we, therefore, require is a word 

of a similar import to that of ἦλθεν ; and the want is, I believe, 

met by ἐπέστη. Cp. 2 Tim. iv. 6, ὁ καιρὸς τῆς ἀναλύσεώς pov 

ἐφ στηκεν ; Luke xxi. 34, προσέχετε pyrote — ἐπιστῇ--- ἡμέρα 
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ἐκείνη; τ Thess. v. 3, ἐφίσταται αὐτοῖς ὄλεθρος. This word was 

first’ misread into ἀπέστη, and from ἀπέστη it finally became 

ἀπέχει. Exactly the same fluctuation between ἀπέχει and ἀπέστη 

is found in Mark vii. 6. My conjecture is amply supported by 

MSS. authority. One old Latin version gives adest finis, venit 

hora; a Syriac version gives appropinguavit fints et venit hora 

(see Tischendorf’s eighth edition); and, most important of all, 

the Syr. Sin. has the hour ts come, the end is at hand. In fact, 

from these readings and that of D, which gives ἀπέχει τὸ τέλος 

καὶ ἡ ὥρα, and on the strength of the passages from Ezekiel 

quoted above, one might further infer that the text originally 

ran thus, ἐπέστη τὸ τέλος, ἦλθεν ἣ dpa. 

But how has the Latin version sufficit arisen? We have 

seen in my note on Mark i. 6 that in the-New Testament we 

constantly find words replaced by their synonyms. Now, a 

synonym of ἐπέστη is φθάνει, which the Latin translator prob- 

ably found in the text as a varia /ectio, and which he rendered 

by sufficit. For in modern Greek φθάνει (really φτάνει) means 

not only advenit but also sufficit (Vliachos, “ φθάνω, arriver . . . 

ὃ suffire”), and apparently vulgar Greek has had the word in 

both these meanings from the days when the Gospels were 

written. It is true that in the literature of those times no 

instances of the use of φθάνει in the sense of sufficit seem to 

have been traced hitherto; but this failure is not surprising 

if we consider how old.is the art of tampering with colloquial 

Greek and replacing its peculiarities by classical words and forms. 

I may, in conclusion, add that the preceding phrase, καθεύδετε 

τολοιπὸν καὶ ἀναπαύεσθε, is badly translated by Sleep on now 

and-take your rest. Ἰολοιπὸν is equivalent to οὖν (just as in 

modern Greek), and the passage is well explained by Sophocles, 

Ὁ. λοιπὸν, as implying a rebuke. It should be rendered, Do ye 

then sleep and rest? 1.6. this is not a time for sleep and rest; 

for, behold, the hour is come, and the Son of Man is betrayed. 

to, 
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Mark xiv. δ] 

Neavioxos τις συνηκολούθει αὐτῷ περιβεβλημένος σινδόνα ἐπὶ 

γυμνοῦ: καὶ κρατοῦσιν αὐτὸν, ὁ δὲ καταλιπὼν τὴν σινδόνα γυμνὸς 

ἔφυγεν. 

The usual interpretation of the words ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ, over his 

naked body, presupposes an ellipsis, the words understood being 

τοῦ σώματος ; but no example has been adduced illustrative of 

this ellipsis, nor apparently does the phrase ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ τοῦ 

σώματος occur elsewhere. In Greek, in order to convey the 

notion close upon the skin, the words ἐν χρῷ or ἐπὶ χρωτὸς, or 

some similar combination, would have to be used, and such a 

phrase is in fact found in Lev. xvi. 4, περισκελὲς λινοῦν ἔσται ἐπὶ 

τοῦ χρωτὸς αὐτοῦ. Not only is the expression ἐπὶ γυμνοῦ singular, 

but it is difficult to believe that any man would have adopted 

such peculiar outdoor attire as a mantle over his skin, which 

seems to imply that while in the house he was nude. Add to 

this, that if the incident really occurred as it is narrated in our 

present text, we should reluctantly have had to conclude that the 

only object of the young man in relating his curious adventure 

was to represent himself in a humorous light. 

The fact of the matter, however, is that the words ἐπὶ 

γυμνοῦ are corrupt, and have assumed this form under the 

influence of γυμνὸς in ver. 52, which was wrongly taken in its 

literary sense as meaning naked, whereas here it means without 

his cloak, i.e. γυμνὸς τῆς σινδόνος. Liddell and Scott, v. γυμνὸς, 

state: “In common language γυμνὸς meant lightly clad, i.e. 

in the undergarment only (χιτὼν), without the ἱμάτιον. The 

correct reading, I have no doubt, is σινδόνα ἀπ᾽ Αἰγύπτου, ζ.6. a 

cloak of Egyptian linen. Cp. Ezek. xxvii. 7, βύσσος μετὰ ποικιλίας 

ἐξ Αἰγύπτου. As is well known (see Zucycl. Biblica, v. “ Linen”), 

the finer qualities of linen cloth (σινδὼν or βύσσος) were the 

products of Egypt. What the Evangelist wished to convey 
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is now clear, namely, that he wore on the eventful night a cloak 

of Egyptian linen, and that he owed his escape to the sacrifice 

of this costly garment, which he left in the hands of the hostile 

crowd to wrangle over. The paleographical resemblance be- 

tween AITAITYIITOY (or AILETYIITOY) and EMLITYMNOY is 

close enough to have caused the error if the writing had become 

faint, especially when the~copyist was, as I suggest, under the 

influence of the γυμνὸς close by. 

Mark xiv. 72 

Καὶ ἐπιβαλὼν ἔκλαιε. 

The usual interpretation of ἐπιβαλὼν, and when he thought 

thereon, cannot possibly stand. Though ἐπιβάλλω (or ἐπιβάλλω 

τὴν διάνοιαν) is applicable to mental action, it does not mean 

merely 29 think on, but to ponder over; and Peter had no need 

to ponder over the words of Jesus and argue out their application. 

He would be overcome with grief if only they suddenly flashed 

on his mind. I incline to think that ἐπιβαλὼν means ἐπιβαλὼν 

τὸ ἱμάτιον or ἐπίβλημα, having drawn on his cloak ; that is, having 

drawn it over his head or face. In great grief it was usual with 

the Jews to cover their heads or faces (see Zucyc/. Bibl., v. 

Mourning”). What has probably misled commentators is 

that classical Greek, in order to express this idea, would have 

used the middle voice, Ζ.6. ἐπιβαλόμενος. But see Gen. xxxviii. 

14, περιέβαλε τὸ θέριστρον Kai ἐκαλλωπίσατο. Similarly we find 

Deut. xxiii. 13, καὶ ἐπαγαγὼν καλύψεις τὴν ἀσχημοσύνην σου (a 

passage which has likewise been misunderstood). 

————aooO CC ῃᾳΦᾳΦΦῃ(.ᾳ0,.»Ο. 
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ST. MATTHEW 

Marr. 1. 6 

~ Βηθλεὲμ, γῆ ᾿Ιούδα, οὐδαμῶς ἐλαχίστη ef ἐν τοῖς ἡγεμόσιν 

Ἰούδα. 

If Bethlehem is to be regarded as one of the princes of Judah, 

as is commonly supposed, it is strange that instead of ἐλαχίστη 

the text does not give us ἐλάχιστος. To me—whatever may 

be stated in Micah, either in Hebrew, of which I am ignorant, 

or in the Septuagint—it seems clear that what the Evangelist 

wished to convey is that Bethlehem was not the least of the 

chief cities of Judeea, since it was to give a king to Israel. He 

should, therefore, have written ἡγεμονίσιν (supply πόλεσιν). An 

ἡγεμονὶς πόλις is a princely city, a capital; cp. Strabo, 371, τὰς 

ἡγεμονίδας οὔσας δύο πόλεις. Whether, however, he actually did 

write that form or not is doubtful, for he may have used 

ἡγεμόσιν as a feminine, in the same*way as we find MS. A 

giving, in Mark vii. 26, not Ἑλληνὶς, but Ἕλλην, a form which 

is evidently a grammatical slip, and not a reminiscence of 

poetic classical Greek. 

Marr. im. 11 

Ἐγὼ μὲν ὑμᾶς βαπτίζω ἐν ὕδατι εἰς μετάνοιαν. 

When a man came for baptism, he wished to be purified 

of sin, and he must, therefore, have already acknowledged his 
29 
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sins and repented of them. But the words εἰς μετάνοιαν, mean- 

ing as they do for the purpose of repentance, reverse the order 

of things, and make baptism precede repentance. They cannot, 

accordingly, be right, and must be interpolated. That the same 

words are an interpolation in Matt. ix. 13 and Luke iii. 16, is 

proved by their absence from some of the best MSS. 

Marr. v. 14 

Οὐ δύναται πόλις κρυβῆναι ἐπάνου ὄρους κειμένη. 

This saying also seems to be an interpolation, for it is out 

of harmony with the specific teaching of Jesus in this passage. 

The burden of the context is that the disciples are not to 

conceal their lives from the world because their good works 

resemble a lamp which does not serve its purpose if it is hid; 

whereas the force of the proverb concerning the city set on a 

hill is that those whose lives are conspicuous must be good 

because their actions cannot be kept out of sight. In the one 

case there must be no concealment because the life is good ; 

in the other the life must be good because there can be no 

concealment. It is in this sense that Clement (see Preuschen’s 

Antilegomena, p. 82) makes use of the proverb, χρὴ οὖν τὴν 

ἐκκλησίαν ὡς πόλιν ἐν ὕψει φὠκοδομημένην φιλόθεον ἔχειν τάξιν 

καὶ διοίκησιν καλήν. It is not surprising, therefore, that in the 

parallel passages of St. Mark (iv. 21) and St. Luke (viii. 16) 

the saying does not appear. 

Marr. v. 28 

Πᾶς ὁ βλέπων γυναῖκα πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν ἤδη ἐμοίχευσεν 

αὐτήν. 

The words πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν are capable of meaning 

either (1) with intent to desire her (cp. vi. 1), or (2) in proportion 



VI. 5] ST. MATTHEW 31 

to his desire (2 Cor. v. 10). Neither. rendering . yields a satis- 

factory sense, for (1) desire grows out of sight, and does not 

precede it; and (2):not only does the man who looks at a 

woman in proportion to his desires sin, but he also who simply 

desires, however little he may look at the object of his desire. 

To me it seems that 6 βλέπων γυναῖκα is the exact equivalent 

of the modern Greek phrase ὅποιος κοιτάζει γυναῖκα (γυναῖκα 

being used in a collective sense instead of τὶς γυναῖκες), which 

does not signify merely he who looks at women, but also he who 

pays attention, who is not indifferent, to women. ἘΒλέπειν in this 

case means ἐφιστάναι τὸ ὄμμα (cp. Prov. ix. 18, μηδὲ ἐπιστήσῃς 

τὸ σὸν ὄμμα πρὸς αὐτήν). Further, instead of πρὸς τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι 

the correct reading is, I think, πρὸ τοῦ ἐπιθυμῆσαι. The passage 

would thus mean: Whoever looks at a woman he, before desiring 

her, has already sinned. By .a somewhat similar hyperbole 

it is said in Wisd. vi. 13 of Wisdom, that φθάνει τοὺς ἐπιθυ- 

μοῦντας προγνωσθῆναι = προγινώσκεται πρὸ τοῦ τινα ἐπιθυμῆσαι 

αὐτῆς. Cp. also Matt. vi. 8, οἶδεν γὰρ ὃ πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὧν χρείαν 

ἔχετε πρὸ τοῦ ἀνοῖξαι τὸ στόμα (so Codex 19). 

Marr. vi. 5 

a a al a , A 

- Φιλοῦσιν ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ἐν ταῖς γωνίαις τῶν πλατειῶν 

---προσεύχεσθαι, ὅπως φανῶσιν τοῖς ἀνθρώποις. 

No ostentation seems to be involved in the act of praying 

in a synagogue, where people congregate for devotional purposes ; 

but it would be a different thing to stand and pray in the road. 

I thought, therefore, at first that instead of συναγωγαῖς we 

should perhaps read ἀἁγυιαῖς, a word which has in another 

place (Mark vi. 56) been ‘corrupted. We should thus have 

streets and roads joined together as in Luke xiv. 21, εἰς τὰς 

πλατείας καὶ ῥύμας ; 158. xv. 3, ἐν ταῖς πλατείας αὐτῆς Kal ἐν ταῖς 

ῥύμαις αὐτῆς. But for paleographic reasons συνοχαῖς is far 
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more probable, and suits the context admirably, 1.6. At the 

meeting-points and in nooks of the streets, or, in other words, 

everywhere in the streets. ‘The scribe seems to have been led 

into error by carrying in his mind ἐν ταῖς συναγωγαῖς καὶ ῥύμαις 

which he had just copied in ver. 2, where, however, συναγωγαῖς 

is in its proper place. 

Marr. vi. 11 

Τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον. 

Scaliger has already derived ἐπιούσιον from ἐπιέναι, and I 

hold it to be another form of the participle ἐπιόντα, just as 

περιούσιον, ἑκούσιον are alternative forms of περιόντα, ἑκόντα, It 

means which falls to our share, and has the same force as 

ἐπιβάλλον and ἐπιβάλλοντα in Luke xv. 12, τὸ ἐπιβάλλον μέρος 

τῆς οὐσίας, and 1 Macc. x. 30, τοῦ ἡμίσους τοῦ Kaprov— τοῦ 

ἐπιβάλλοντός pot. In their intransitive sense ἐπιβάλλειν and 

ἐπιέναι are often synonymous. Thus in respect of time they 

both mean 29 follow, to come on (cp. 2 Mace. xii. 38, τῆς ἐβδο- 

μάδος τῆς ἐπιβαλλούσης, and 1 Chron. xx. 1, ἐν τῷ ἐπιόντι ἔτει) ; 

and they also coincide in the significations of fo attack, and 

to occur to one’s mind (ὅταν ἐπιβάλλῃ.---- σκέψις), as any one 

may see by a reference to Liddell and Scott. Hence I conclude 

that they are likewise synonymous in the sense of 29 fall to one’s 

share. Thus explained, τὸν ἄρτον ἡμῶν τὸν ἐπιούσιον is identical 

with the Hebrew of that part of Prov. xxx. 8 which, in the margin 

of the Revised Version, is translated the bread of my portion (see 

Encyel. Bibl., ὁ. * Lord’s Prayer”). 

Marr. vi. 22 

᾿Απλοῦς, 

This word simply means ἀγαθὸς, good, as is shown both by 

the antithesis to the following πονηρὸς, and by the use of διπλό- 

τερον in xxiii. 15, where it plainly signifies χείρονα. 
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Marr. vu. 6 

Μὴ δῶτε τὸ ἅγιον τοῖς κυσὶν μηδὲ βάλητε «τοὺς μαργαρίτας 

ὑμῶν ἔμπροσθεν τῶν χοίρων. 

In spite of all efforts to make good sense of this passage, 

it still remains pointless as it stands. Taking the latter part 

of the verse, we could understand an injunction not to cast 

pearls before swine as food, if pearls were a kind of dainty 

prized by men, though not likely to be appreciated by swine. 

But, however foolish a man might. be, why should he think 

that he treated swine well in giving them pearls to eat; when 

he himself never ate pearls? As regards the first part of ‘the 

sentence, if ἅγιον means consecrated meat, as is generally sup- 

posed, we are left to wonder why it should irritate dogs to be 

given such food, when the probability is that, as dogs are very 

fond of meat, they would be conciliated and made friendly by 

being offered. such choice morsels. But the absurdity of the 

present reading will, I think, be best made apparent by my 

explaining how the passage originally stood, at least in so 

far as the second part of the verse is concerned. 

There seems to have been current among the Jews.a proverb 

applicable to cases of misplaced kindness or favour, which ran 

thus: Deck uot a hog with a nose ornament. Luckily, this 

saying has been preserved in Prov. xi. 22, ὥσπερ ἐνώτιον ἐν 

ῥινὶ ὑὸς, οὕτως γυναικὲ κακόφρονι κάλλος, ας ts a jewel in a swine’s 

snout, so is beauty in a silly woman. From Ezek. xvi. 12, καὶ 

ἔδωκα ἐνώτιον περὶ τὸν μυκτῆρά σου, it is clear that among Jewish 

women the fashion obtained of wearing jewellery in the nose, 

a custom which still prevails in India, where such ornaments 

are either rings or pearls. The proverb, in allusion to this 

fashion, declares that it is favour misplaced. to adorn swine 

_ with nose-rings which can only. be valued by women. ‘Now, 

3 
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it must be observed—(1) that βάλλειν means not only 20 cas?, 

but also Zo place, to put (in which sense only it is used in modern 

Greek) ; cp. Mark vii. 33, ἔβαλε τοὺς δακτύλους εἰς τὰ Gra, etc. ; 

and (2) that, in our MSS. of the New Testament, we find several 

instances where the reading fluctuates between ἔμπροσθεν and 

ἐνώπιον (cp. Mark ii. 12; Luke xii. 9; Acts x. 4), as well as 

between ἐναντίον καὶ ἐνώπιον (cp. Mark ii. 12; Luke i. 6), 

showing that ἐνώπιον, not being classical enough, was often 

altered. If, then, in the passage under consideration we take 

μὴ βάλητε in the sense of do not put, and replace ἔμπροσθεν 

by the correction ἘΝΏΠΙΟΝ, and again consider this as a corrup- 

tion of ENOTION (see the passages quoted above from Proverbs 

and Ezekiel), we at once obtain a rational meaning, Put not your 

pearls as ornaments in a swine’s snout. .'This emendation would 

further necessitate the change of χοίρων to xofpos. Owing to 

this genitive I had long considered whether, instead of ἐνώτιον, 

we should not read ἐν ταῖς ῥισὶν or ἐν τοῖς ῥώθωσιν (cp. Ezek. 

XVi. 12, καὶ ἔδωκα ἐνώτιον περὶ τὸν μυκτῆρά σου); but, on palo- 

graphic grounds, ἐνώτιον and χοίροις seem to be far more likely. 

The. probability of my suggestion is increased by the words 

“turn and rend you”; for, to pierce the nose of a swine might 

very well bring about this result. 

It is more difficult to guess what is hidden under μὴ δῶτε τὸ 

ἅγιον τοῖς κυσίν. It is possible that τὸ ἅγιον is a corruption of 

tpixamrov ; but I shall refrain from further discussing this sug- 

gestion until I feel more confident of its correctness than I do 

at present. 

Marr. vi. 15 

Ἔρχονται---ἐν ἐνδύμασι προβάτων, ἔσωθεν δέ εἰσιν λύκοι ἅρπαγες. 

As neither do sheep clothe themselves nor was it the dress 

which gave the prophets their pious appearance, the reading 
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ἐνδύμασι cannot stand. The meaning, of course, is that the 

false prophets Zook as meek and innocent as lambs, but that 

their true nature is that of wolves. I think, therefore, that the 

original reading was ἐν εἴδεσι προβάτων. Cp. Luke iii. 22, 

καταβῆναι TO πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον σωματικῷ εἴδει ὡς περιστερὰν 

(? περιστερᾶς); Ezek. i, 26, ὁμοίωμα ὡς εἶδος ἀνθρώπου ; Prov. 

vii, 10, ἡ δὲ γυνὴ συναντᾷ αὐτῷ εἶδος ἔχουσα πορνικόν ; Judg. 

Vili, 18, ὡς εἶδος μορφὴ υἱῶν βασιλέων ; Num. xi. 7, τὸ εἶδος αὐτοῦ 

εἶδος κρυστάλλου. 

Marr. vur. 9 

᾿Ανθρωπός εἶμι ὑπὸ ἐξουσίαν.----ἔχων ὑπ᾽ ἐμαυτὸν στρατιώτας. 

I see from Μ. Biljon’s edition that Dr. Holwerda has con- 

jectured ἐπ᾽ ἐξουσίας. The alteration of ὑπὸ into ἐπὶ is clearly 

required by the context, and had already been suggested in a 

volume entitled Conjectures on the New Testament, which was 

published in London in 1772. A similar corruption can be seen 

in Mark iv. 21, where in Codex Β ὑπὸ τὴν λυχνίαν was at first 

written instead of ἐπὶ τὴν λυχνίαν ; and in Matt. xxviii. 14, where 

our MSS. vary between ἐπὶ and iré. But the alteration into the 

genitive, though the construction with that case is the one which 

is mostly used (Dan. ili. 3, τύραννοι μεγάλοι of ἐπ᾽ ἐξουσιῶν, etc.), 

is not necessary. Compare Apoc. vi. 8, καὶ ἐδόθη αὐτοῖς ἐξουσία. 

ἐπὶ τὸ τέταρτον τῆς γῆς ; Sir. xxx. 28, φίλῳ μὴ δῷς ἐξουσίαν ἐπὶ σέ. 

Indeed, if the language of the Scriptures had not been largely 

changed by the introduction of classicisms, we should find pre- 

positions followed by the accusative much more frequently than 

is the case in the texts as they have been transmitted to us. 

Thus, in Matt. xiv. 19, we have the readings ἐπὶ τὸν χόρτον and 

ἐπὶ τοῦ χόρτου; in ver. 26, ἐπὶ τὴν θάλασσαν and ἐπὶ τῆς 

θαλάσσης ; (iN xxviii. 5, εἰς τὸν ναὸν and ἐν τῷ vad); and there are 

several other similar instances. 
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Marr. 1x. 18 

Kai ζήσεται. 

This expression can only mean, And she will go on living, 

and can only apply to a person still alive. When the notion of 

to come back to life is required, it can only be conveyed by the 

compound verb ἀναζῆν. Hence I think that we should here 

read κἀναζήσεται. In four other passages (Luke xx. 24, 32; 

Rom. xiv. 9; and perhaps Apoc. xx. 5) where the idea is that 

of “ coming back to life,” our MSS. give both καὶ ἔζησεν and καὶ 

ἀνέζησεν ; and in all these cases the first reading seems to have 

been induced by the fact that καὶ ἀνέζησεν was originally written 

κἀνέζησεν (cp. Matt. xxvi. 15, where we find both κἀγὼ and 

καὶ ἐγώ ; xxviii. 10, κἀκεῖ and καὶ ἐκεῖ, etc.), which could easily 

be misread into καὶ ἔζησεν (KANEZHSEN—KAIEZHSEN). 

Similarly κἀναζήσεται became καὶ ζήσεται. It is also a question 

whether in John xi. 25 we should not read κἂν ἀποθάνῃ 

ἀναζήσεται, the loss of the preposition being due to the simi- 

larity of the preceding letters. 

Marr. 1x. 36 

᾿Εσκυλμένοι καὶ ἐῤῥιμένοι ὡσεὶ πρόβατα μὴ ἔχοντα ποιμένα. 

The rendering of ἐῤῥιμένοι by scattered which is found in 

the English version, though suiting the context perfectly, is 

out of the question, since the Greek for Zo scatter is σκορπίζω 

and not ῥίπτω; and I am unable to see how commentators have 

come to consider these verbs as synonymous. On the other 

hand, jacentes, the translation of the Vulgate, is, of course, 

possible in the sense of Zyimg 11. (Matt. viii. 6, βέβληται ἐν τῇ 

οἰκίᾳ παραλυτικὸς), but it does not seem to me to be appropriate 

in this passage. Uncared-for sheep do not lie down, but are 

at once scattered (Matt. xxvi. 31, πατάξω τὸν ποιμένα καὶ 
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διασκορπισθήσονται τὰ πρόβατα; 3 Kings xxii, 17, τὸν Ἰσραὴλ 

διεσπαρμένον ἐν τοῖς ὄρεσιν ὡς ποίμνιον ᾧ οὐκ ἔστι ποιμὴν), and 

often become a prey to man or beast. So far as I know, this 

is the uniform description of shepherdless sheep in the 

Scriptures. Cp. Judith xi. 19, ἄξεις αὐτοὺς ὡς πρόβατα ols 

οὐκ ἔστι ποιμήν ; Ezek. xxxiv. 5, διεσπάρη τὰ πρόβατά pov διὰ 

τὸ μὴ εἶναι ποιμένας καὶ ἐγενήθη εἰς κατάβρωμα πᾶσι τοῖς θηρίοις ; 

Zech. xiii. 7, πατάξατε τοὺς ποιμένας καὶ ἐκσπάσατε τὰ πρόβατα. 

As ἐῤῥιμένοι, therefore, does not suit the context, I had long 

ago conjectured ἐῤῥηγμένοι, mauled (cp. Matt. vii. 6, μήποτε---- 

στραφέντες pygwow ὑμᾶς) ; and I find in Tischendorf’s eighth 

edition that there exists manuscript authority for this emenda- 

tion. The reading has, however, been so completely neglected 

that neither Professor Blass nor M. Biljon even mentions it. 

The corruption most probably arose from the fact that ἐῤῥηγμένοι 

was regarded as a participle, not of ῥήγνυμι, but of the form 

ῥήσσω, which occasionally meant ¢o throw down (cp. Mark ix. 

18; Luke ix. 42; and the Romaic ῥήχνω) and so it was 

altered into its classical equivalent ἐῤῥιμένοι. 

Nor do I see any necessity for taking ἐσκυλμένοι in its 

metaphorical sense and translating it distressed. Its original 

force, mangled, is perfectly in keeping with the context. The 

multitude, in their forlorn state, without a guide and a pro- 

tection against the attacks of the Devil, are likened to shepherd- 

less sheep mangled and mauled by the beasts of the desert. 

Marr. x. 10 

Μὴ πήραν---μηδὲ ὑποδήματα μηδὲ ῥάβδον. 

The picture which these words bring up before the mind’s 

eye is that of an Eastern fakir, who travels barefoot .and 

scantily clad, begging his way. But, almost invariably, such 

beggars carry a rude staff to lean upon. These sticks are not 
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articles of luxury, and involve no expense. Hence I think 

that, instead of μηδὲ ῥάβδον, the correct reading is ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ῥάβδον 

(ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τε εἰ μὴ; cp. Dan. iii. 28, μηδὲ προσκυνήσωσι παντὶ θεῷ 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τῷ Θεῷ), in accordance with the correction in Mark 

vi. 8. M and AA being interchangeable in old manuscripts, 

YIOAHMATAAAHPABAON (1.6. ὑποδήματ᾽ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ) was read 

as YILOAHMATAMHPABAON under the influence of μὴ 

πήραν, and μὴ was afterwards changed into μηδὲ in accordance 

with the proximate pydé. Should my suggestion be correct, it 

would follow that the blunder occurred very early, as the 

injunction to the disciples to carry no staff is repeated in 

Luke ix. 3 in a way which precludes the supposition of an 

error. 

The contrary mistake seems to have crept into Mark vi. 8, 

where we find ἀλλ᾽ ὑποδεδεμένους instead of μηδ᾽ ὑποδεδεμένους. 

Were the present reading correct, the words would not have 

been placed in that part of the sentence which mentions the 

articles that the disciples should not possess, but at the end 

after καὶ μὴ ἐνδύσασθαι δύο χιτῶνας. Compare also Isa. xx. 2, 

where γυμνὸς καὶ ἀνυπόδυτος are parallels. 

Marr. x1. 23 

Καὶ σὺ, Καφαρναοὺμ, μὴ ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ, ἕως “Acdou 

καταβήσῃ. 

No satisfactory construction or interpretation has so far been 

evolved out of this vexatious reading, which is that of our best 

MSS. The variae lectiones ἡ ὑψωθεῖσα and ἣ ὑψώθης, which are 

found in more recent MSS., no doubt obviate our difficulties, but 

are plainly attempts at emendation. The sense which they yield 

is so easy and obvious that it is difficult to see how they could 

have been corrupted into the reading found in the older MSS. 

Now, it is a well-known fact in paleography that when 
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similar syllables occurred in immediate succession, one of them 

was apt to be overlooked by the copyist, and so to be left out 

of the text. For instance, in Codex B we find, Luke xiv. 27, 

ὅστις οὖν βαστάζει instead of ὅστις οὖν οὐ βαστάζει, and Matt. 

xix. 17, ἔστιν instead of εἷς ἔστιν. If, then, our text was origin- 

ally KAPDAPNAOYMOYMHEOS, it would be liable to be copied 

as KA®APNAOYMHEOS, and the present reading would natur- 

ally result. If allowance is made for this easy slip of the 

copyist, the passage would read, καὶ σὺ, Καφαρναοὺμ, οὐ μὴ 

ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήση, And thou, Capernaum, thou shalt not be 

exalted unto heaven. | 

My correction is corroborated in a curious way by an 

extract from Athanasius which is quoted by Professor Blass, and 

which runs thus: ἐὰν ἕως τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθῇς, ἀλλ᾽ ἕως “Ardov 

καταβήσῃ. In this citation ἐὰν is a classical literal paraphrase 

of «i, which is so often met with in the Septuagint as an 

alternative of od μὴ, and of which traces are also found in the 

New Testament (cp. Mark viii, 12; Heb. iv. 3). Thus the 

reading in the old MSS. evidently varied between οὐ μὴ and 

εἰ, that is, between two words of the same import, a fluctuation 

of a kind which may be said to be characteristic of the Scripture 

text (see my Note on Mark i. 6). In fact, the variation between 

εἰ and οὐ exists in Mark viii. 12. 

It will be observed in the passage from Athanasius that the 

second member of the sentence is introduced by ἀλλά, I incline 

to think that this conjunction was not added by Athanasius, 

but was found by him in his text. It is with ἀλλὰ, or rather 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ, that the second member of a sentence generally com- 

mences if the first begins with εἰ having a negative force, or with 

ov μή. Cp. Ezek. xiv. 16, εἰ viol ἢ θυγατέρες σωθήσονται ἀλλ᾽ 

ἢ αὐτοὶ μόνοι σωθήσονται ; 18, οὐ μὴ ῥύσονται υἱοὺς οὐδὲ θυγατέρας 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ αὐτοὶ μόνοι σωθήσονται. 

Thus the passage under consideration, according to all 
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probability, had at -first this form: Kai od Kadapvaoip, οὐ μὴ 

(or-ei) ἕως οὐρανοῦ ὑψωθήσῃ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἕως “Awov καταβήσῃ. 

Marr, xi. 43 

Διέρχεται δι᾿ ἀνύδρων τόπων ζητοῦν ἀνάπαυσιν. 

The explanation commonly given of these words is that. 

‘waterless places” are deserts, which were reputed to be the 

haunts of demons. It is to be observed, however, that, whereas 

Isaiah (xiii, 21, xxxiv. 14) represents demons as delighting 

in desert solitudes, our text implies the contrary. The evil 

spirit seeks rest and “findeth it not.” ‘The passage, moreover, 

seems to require that the demon should seek repose in many 

places before it returns to its previous abode in the man. I am 

inclined to read διὰ μυρίων τόπων, through numberless places. 

The palzographic difference between AIAMYPION and AIA- 

NYAPON is inconsiderable. The present. reading is repeated: 

in St. Luke, and the corruption must have occurred early. 

Matr. xt. 44 

Καὶ ἐλθὸν εὑρίσκει [τὸν οἶκον] σχολάζοντα, σεσαρωμένον καὶ 

κεκοσμημένον. 

The word σχολάζοντα is wrongly rendered by emfty. The 

correct interpretation is on holiday. This is clear from the 

words “swept and garnished.” In the ancient world, when 

people were not punctilious about cleanliness, and when all 

dwellings, even those of wealthy people, resembled workshops, 

—grinding, spinning, and weaving being daily employments,— 

houses were not swept and garnished except for such occasions 

as a Sabbath, a holiday, or a wedding, when work stopped. 

The Vulgate in translating vacantem appears to me to have 

given the word the sense which I suggest. For σχολάζω is a 
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synonym of ἀργῶ, σαββατίζω, being derived from σχολὴ, which 

means a holiday. See Sophocles’s Lexicon, v. σχολή; and 

compare the Romaic word σκόλη, which is a specific term 

for a holiday (Viachos, “σχόλη [read σκόλη], jour de féte, 

chémable”). It may be pointed out that the usual rendering 

would ; represent. an empty house as “swept and. garnished,” 

whereas, on the contrary, such houses are naturally neglected 

and full of dust. 

Marr. xvi. 2 

᾿Οψίας γενομένης λέγετε ““ Εὐδία, πυῤῥάζει γὰρ ὃ οὐρανός "" 

καὶ mpwt ““ Σήμερον χειμὼν, πυῤῥάζει γὰρ στυγνάζων 6 οὐρανός." 

If, when the sky is fiery (which is the meaning of πυῤῥάζει), 

fair weather is indicated, it cannot also be fiery when foul 

weather is threatening; at any rate, an observer would not 

be able to prognosticate contrary weather from exactly the 

same sign. I, therefore, am disposed to hold the second 

πυῤῥάζει to be an error, the more so as the sky cannot be 

simultaneously fiery (πυῤῥάζων) and gloomy (orvyvdés); and in 

its place I would read χαράζει, t.e. dawns. Thus the observer 

in the morning, looking up at the sky, would say: Zhe day 

breaks gloomily, we shall have foul weather; and this is exactly 

what the context requires. 

The word χαράζει, i.e. 1: dawns, as an impersonal verb has 

been preserved in modern Greek, which also uses γλυκοχαράζει 

(? from λύκη - χαράζει), χαράματα, yAvKoxapdwara (besides the 

nearly obsolete but delightful χαραυγὴ and χαραμέρι 1). See 

Vlachos, “ χαράζει, le jour commence ἃ poindre; le jour perce.” 

And Sophocles in his Lexicon quotes an instance of this 

verb in the form χαράσσω from as early a date as Agathias 

(A.D. 582): “τοῦ ὄρθρου χαρασσομένου, dawning.” 

1 Popularly felt as χαρὰ +adyh and χαρὰ + ἡμέρα. 
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Marr. xvi. 26 

Ἢ τί δώσει ἄνθρωπος ἀντάλλαγμα τῆς φυχῆς αὐτοῦ ; 

This question can only be taken as implying that a man 

will give everything in exchange for his life ; but, as it stands, 

it conveys exactly the reverse meaning. The nature of the 

difficulty is shown by the preceding question, τί ὠφεληθήσεται 

ἄνθρωπος ; to which the answer is οὐδέν. The parallel question, 

τί δώσει; which is put in exactly the same form, necessitates 

the same answer, οὐδέν. The reply required, however, is πᾶν ; 

and to bring this response the question should have been put 

in a negative form, i.e. τί οὐ δώσει; | 

That there exists an error in the text is beyond doubt.. But 

I do not think that in this instance there has been a loss of the 

negative. The meaning required seems to be this: As it is 

no profit to a man if he win the whole world at the sacrifice 

of his life, so a man will accept nothing in exchange for his 

life. This sense we obtain by altering δώσει into δέξεται. The 

change thus modifies the question into one which, like the 

preceding clause, requires οὐδὲν as an answer. 

Marr. xx. 15 

Ἢ ὁ ὀφθαλμός σου πονηρός ἐστιν ὅτι ἐγὼ ἀγαθός εἶμι ; 

Dr. Bloomfield was no doubt quite correct in explaining that 

ὀφθαλμὸς πονηρὸς can mean am envious eye; but, even if we 

grant that the words are used in that sense in the text, I do not 

see that they make the sentence logical. For the drift of the 

remonstrance would then be: Js your eye envious because J am 

generous? or Are you envious because 7 am generous? ‘This 

question clashes with common sense. A man does not acquire 

an envious nature because he sees a good action; but, being 

already envious, he hates to see generosity. Nor are matters 
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improved by assuming that the text means: Are you envious of 

my good action? because (1) Greek would have expressed this 

sense by using γίνεται, and not ἐστὶ, and (2) one envies the 

recipient of a gift, not the giver. 

I suspect that the text originally read μισθὸς, and not ἐφθαλμός. 

If so, the sentence was perfect, and expressed exactly what one 

would have expected under the circumstances narrated by the 

Evangelist. The householder would then reason thus: My friend, 

I do thee no injustice, since I pay thee according to our agreement; 

if I choose to be generous to others, that is no business of thine, 

nor does it make my payment to thee (6 μισθός σου) wrong. 

Marr, xxi. 37 

Ἰερουσαλὴμ ἡ---λιθοβολοῦσα τοὺς ἀποσταλμένους πρὸς αὐτήν. 

The last two words are rendered in all the versions by 

to her, which is, in truth, the only meaning that they will yield. 

But it is very awkward that the apostrophe should thus, imme- 

diately after starting, lose its apostrophic form and lapse into 

narrative, and then as suddenly revert to its original style. Τῇ, 

however, we only change the breathing of αὐτὴν and write αὑτὴν, 

we shall obtain what we should have expected, i.e. fo thee. For 

instead of the personal pronoun, the reflective seems sometimes 

to have been used. So in John xiv. 11, πιστεύετέ μοι ὅτι ἐγὼ 

ἐν τῷ πατρὶ καὶ ὃ πατὴρ ἐν ἐμοὶ, εἰ δὲ μὴ, διὰ τὰ ἔργα αὑτοῦ 

(-Ξ ἐμοῦ) πιστεύετέ μοι ; xx. 18, ἑώρακα τὸν κύριον καὶ ταῦτα εἶπεν 

αὑτῇ (-- ἐμοὶ, as some Latin versions translate). We should prob- 

ably find this usage more often in our texts if it were not for 

classical influence. 

Marr. xxv. 31 

"Emi θρόνου δόξης αὐτοῦ. 

Though the usual rendering, i.e. on the throne of his glory, 

is, of course, possible, the more likely interpretation is, I think, 
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on his throne of glory, the pronoun being taken with the word 

θρόνου, and the genitive δόξης being regarded as equivalent to an 

adjective such as ἔνδοξος or λαμπρὸς, in accordance with the well- 

known periphrasis which is explained in Blass’s Gram., § 35, 5. 

Cp. 1 Kings ii. 8, θρόνον δόξης ; Sir. xlv. 7, στολὴν δόξης ; Isa. ii. 

16, πλοίων κάλλους, etc. 

Marr. xxvi. 50 

Ἑταῖρε, ἐφ᾽ ὃ πάρει. 

To treat ἐφ᾽ ὃ πάρει as an interrogation-is inadmissible in | 

Greek, which would require τί or τί ὅτι or ἐπὶ τ, The explana- 

tion given by Euthymius, δι᾿ ὃ παραγέγονας ἤγουν τὸ κατὰ σκοπὸν 

πράττε τοῦ προσχήματος ἀφιέμενος, is extremely ingenious and 

grammatically possible; but, unless such a phrase was usual 

and idiomatic—for which there is no evidence—it could not 

have been understood without the addition of ποίησον. Besides, 

it breathes a harshness which is incompatible with our Lord’s 

kindly nature and courteous mode of address. 

I incline to think that E® was originally written EY, the 

pronunciation of which in modern Greek is the same, and 

could not have been very dissimilar at the time when the 

Gospel was written. If, misled by the close similarity of sound 

which existed between. the two words, a copyist, writing from 

dictation, put down E® instead of EY, he was likely to have 

added ὃ almost mechanically in order to complete the sentence. 

The text might thus originally have read ‘Eraipe, εὖ πάρει {- εὖ 

ἦλθες. Cp. John xi. 28, ὁ διδάσκαλος πάρεστι, etc.), of which 
the meaning would be: Welcome, friend. Compare Soph. 447. 

92, ὡς εὖ παρέστης. The expression has been preserved in 

modern Greek in a formula which is an exact paraphrase of my 

conjecture, Καλῶς ἦρθες! See Viachos, Ὁ. ἔρχομαι, “ Καλῶς ἦλθες 

[read ἦρθες], soyez le bienvenu.” If at the present time in Greece 
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a friend were greeted, as Jesus was greeted by Judas, with the 

words Γιά cov, δάσκαλε (= Χαῖρε, Ῥαββὶ), he would answer, 

in exact accordance with my restoration of the text, Καλῶς ἦρθες, 

βλάμη, or Καλὸ στὸ βλάμη (=‘Eraipe, εὖ πάρει). And if this 

greeting occurred when the friends were meeting after a more 

or less prolonged separation, they would probably also kiss one 

another. 

Marr. xxvil. 28 

Kat ἐνδύσαντες αὐτὸν χλαμύδα κοκκίνην περιέθηκαν αὐτῷ 

This is the reading of the best MSS. Ἐκδύσαντες, which is 

found in A and some other ‘MSS., is plainly a correction, made 

for the purpose of giving the passage sense, just as in the same 

MSS. the words χλαμύδα κοκκίνην have been placed after περι- 

έθηκαν, in order, as Alford points out, to avoid the construction 

ἐκδύσαντες αὐτὸν χλαμύδα. Had ἐκδύσαντες once stood’ in the 

text, it is hard to understand by what process it could have 

become ἐνδύσαντες, a word which cannot yield good sense if 

περιέθηκαν is allowed to stand. pong? 

My view is that ἐνδύσαντες is correct, but that repeeOnxay 

αὐτῷ has been transmitted to us by error, the original reading 

being περιέστησαν αὐτὸν, 1.6. they stood round him. For περι- 

στῆναΐ τινα, cp. Acts xxv. 7, περιέστησαν αὐτὸν ot——"TovSatos πολλὰ 

καὶ βαρέα αἰτιώματα φέροντες. My suggestion is seemingly sup- 

ported by the Munich Latin version (q), which gives e¢ induerunt 

eum chlamidem coccineam. circumdederunt eum [et purpurem). If 

circumdederunt in this passage was meant in the sense of περι- 

έθηκαν, and not in that of περιέστησαν, should not the personal 

pronoun, which depends upon it, have been put in the dative 

case, and not in the accusative? | | 



ADDITIONAL NOTE ON MARK I. 6 

SINCE writing my Note on Mark i. 6 it has occurred to 

me that ἀκριδας is a misreading of ἐκ ῥίζας. There can be no 

doubt that, at the time when the Gospels were written, ἐκ 

must have been construed colloquially with the accusative. 

Dr. Jannaris (Ast. Gr. Gr., § 1570, footnote) gives an instance? 

of this construction from a papyrus of as early a date as 

B.C. 161-2. In books this usage seemingly does not appear 

before the eighth century; but ἀπὸ, which is used as an 

alternative for ἐκ, is found joined with an accusative in 

writings of the second century (Dr. Jannaris, § 1517). Such 

a construction would not occur in literature unless it had 

obtained colloquially for a very long period previously, and 

had become habitual and almost unavoidable. 

Now, a professional scribe, accustomed to bookish Greek 

in which ἐκ would invariably be construed with the genitive, 

would be apt to misread EKPIZA%, and unconsciously reproduce 

another word of plausible similarity, which would make classical 

syntax, such as AKPIAAS. If my conjecture ever has the good 

fortune to be proved by documentary evidence, it would give 

an idea of the enormous extent to which the language of the 

Gospels, especially that of St. Mark, was revised towards classi- 

cism when Christianity advanced in prestige and the Sacred 

Books came into the hands of men of classical learning ; 

1 ἐκ, in the form of ὀχ, is so construed in Romaic. 

2 Dr. Jannaris, however, queries the quotation. 
46 
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for in our existing MSS. there has not survived a single direct 

instance of the construction of ἐκ or ἀπὸ with the accusative. I 

suspect, however, that we have indirect evidence of this syntax 

not only in the passage under consideration, but also in t Cor. 

ix. 7, Where the present readings, τὸν καρπὸν and ἐκ τοῦ καρποῦ 

(οὐκ ἐσθίει), most probably represent two different expedients for 

avoiding the unclassical ἐκ τὸν καρπόν. In fact, one of the old 

Latin translators, in giving de fructum as his rendering, seems 

to have been translating ἐκ καρπόν literally. 

For ἔσθων ἐκ ῥίζας καὶ καρπὸν (=é« ῥιζῶν καὶ καρποῦ), cp. 

Mark vii. 28, τὰ κυνάρια---ἐσθίουσιν ἀπὸ τῶν ψιχίων ; Luke xx. 

16, χορτασθῆναι ἐκ τῶν κερατίων ; τ Cor. ix. 7, ἐκ τοῦ καρποῦ---- 

οὐκ ἐσθίει ; xi. 28, ἐκ τοῦ ἄρτου ἐσθιέτω (-Ξ- τὸν ἄρτον ; cf. ver. 27); 

Num. xv. 19, ὅταν ἔσθητε ὑμεῖς ἀπὸ τῶν ἄρτων τῆς γῆς, etc. 
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